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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TITLE: Marine TacAir and the 1986 Omnibuas Agreement
AUTHORS: Richard C. Murrow, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF,
and Robert M. Bray, Lieutenant Colonel, u5A.

The question of who should control Marine aviation
assets during sustsined joint operations ashore has
surfaced time and time again--in World War II, in the
Korean conflict, during the Vietnam conflict, and more
recently, during joint operations involving the Air
Force and the Marines.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the 1986 Omnibus
Agreement for command and control of USMC TacAir in
sustained operations ashore. Leadership from both the
Marine Corps and the Air Force voiced support for the
agreement.

Four years have passed since the Omnibus Agreement
was published. Thia study, intended as a guide for the
Joint Flag Officer Warfighting Course, includes synopses
of selected journal articles, reviews the present status
of the agreement, atates the current position of the two

services and their doctrinal differences, and addresses

the question of success of the 1986 Omnibus Agreement.
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CHAPTER 1

ORIGIN OF THE OMNIBUS AGREEMENT

Since the creatlon of the Marlne Corps alr arm, its employment hags
been subjected to much discussion and controversy. In perlods of war and
peace, contro! of the aviation element of the Marine Alr Ground Task Force
(MAGTF)> has lnevitably led to the debate: Who controls Marine Corps
aviation assets In a sustalned theater of operations? Very few people
debate the justification of a separate Marine arm In support of
amphlblous operatlions, but the Air Force and the Marine Corps maintain
opposite positions as the flght moves "from the beach" toward a sustalned,
Jolnt-operatlonal phase In the land campalgn. The Alr Force demands
centralized control over all theater alr assets; conversely, the Marine
Corps expects 1ts organic alr assets to primarily support the ground scheme
of maneuver. These two opposite views have plagued boin services in the
Korean and Vietnam conflicts as well as In peacetime joint planning and
doctrinal development. After much debate and analysis, the Omnlbus
Agreement In Jolnt Chlefs of Staff Publlication 26, Joint Doctrine for

Theater Counteralr Operatlions, 1986, evolved as an answer to thls joint

Issue. Does the Omnibus Agreement provide a satlisfactory solution for
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the control of the Marine Corps aviatlon assets In a sustalned Joint
theater of operatlons?
The agreement In Its entirety states:

The Marine Alr Ground Task Force (MAGTF) commander wi!l
retain operational control of his organlc air assets. The primary
mission of the MAGTF alr combat element 13 the support of the MAGTF
ground element. During jolnt operations, the MAGTF alr assets will
normally be In support of the MAGTF mission. The MAGTF commander
will make sortles avallable to the Jjoint force commander, for air
defense, long-range Interdiction, and long-range reconnalssance.
Sorties In excess of MAGTF direct support requlrements will be provided
to the Jjolnt force commander for the support of other components of the
JTF, or the JTF as a whole.

Nothing herein shall Infringe on the authority of the theater
or Joint force commander, {n the exerclse of operatlonal control, to
assign mlisslions, redlirect efforts, and cirect coordinatlon among his,
subordinate commanders to Insure unlty of effort In accomplishment of his

overall misslon, or to maintaln integrity of the force, as prescrlibed
In JCS Publlcatlion 2, "Unifled Actlon Armed Forces (UNAAP).® 4

Historically, the question of who controls the Marine aviation element
has rem: lne> a major Issue In both the Korean and Vietnam confllcts. The
Center for Naval Analyses In Its memorandum *Command and Control of Marlne
Avlation in Joln. Op- at ons" concludes that In both conflicts, the Marine
aviation eicments initlaliy supported the ground scheme of maneuver. At some
point the theater commander placed the Marine aviation elements under control
of a centralized theater a!r compuncnt staff. Graduallyv, the MAGTF
commander regalned control toward the end of the hostlillitles.2 When the
Flrst Marine Provisional Brigade was committed to the Koréan conillict at
Pusan, the Marine aviation elements tota!ly supported the Marine ground
element. The MAGTF commander contlinued to maintaln control over Marine
avlietion elements at the Inchon-Seoul campalgn.

In January, 1951, the First Marine Air Wing sortles were apportioned by

Flfth Alr Force’s central agency, the Joint Operations Center, which




coordliated all tactical alr requirements throughout Korea. Late In 1952,
tiirough Informal arcangements, the MAGTF commander began to regaln
operational control of the Pirst Marine Alr Wing by glving the Fifth Alc Force
only excess sortles--sortles not required to support the Marine ground scheme
of maneuver. VYietnam would undergo a similar pattern. Prior to 1968, al!
Marine avlation was under the dlrect control of the commander, 3d Marine
Amphiblous Force (MAF). This doctrinal control contlnued untll February,
1968, when the Marlne alr sortles came under the theater single-managcr
control of the Seventh Alr Force. The single-manager concept continued but
with modifications. The modlficatlon enabled the commander, 3d MAF to
malntaln 70 percent of all preplanned sortles; the remaining sortlies were
allocated dally by the Seventh Air Force. Eventually, the Seventh Air Force
retalned only *coordinating authority" over Marlne alccraft.

Throughout the numerous discussions on the employment of the Marine
alr element in sustalned Jjolnt operations, the Air Force always argues for
centrallzed contro! over all theater alr assets under a single air
component commander. The Alr Porce advocates the employment of forces
In Joint operatlons as functlonal components--land, sea, alr--not service
components. The Alr Force views the Marine Alr Ground Task Force
as a "fourth component.® 1In response to the 1981 Jolnt Chlefs of Staff
Omnlbus Agreement, known as the "Inter!m agreement,” In Doctrine
Information Publication No. 11, 1982, the Department of the Alr Force
states the following position:

The Air Force has based its position, in part, on our
interpretations of the current guldance contalned In DODD 51C0.1

(Functions of the Department of Defense and !ts MaJor Components’,
JCS Publication 2, and the Unifled Command Plan (UCP). Each of




these documents substantlates fundamental and doctrinal precepts

that our forces are employed as an efflclent team of land, naval,

and alr forces, that our forces are Integrated to perform the

milltary mission with unity of effort, and that our forces are

empioyed through the unlfied and speclfled commands, not through

the services who provide those forces. 3
Publlcatlon No. 11 continues to advocate the need for centrallzed control! cf
theater alr assets at the highest level. Without centrallized air power
control, the theater runs the risk of being defeated In detall by even an
Inferlor alr force and the risk of being lnefficient and ineffective in
pursult of the theater commander’s objectlves. i

The Marine Corps has countered that the Corps’ air arm Is an

Integral part of the MAGTF. Losing the avlation elements would serlously
degrade the combat power of the MAGTF. The air elements enable the
MAGTF commander to compensate for the mlinlmum MAGTF organic fleld
artillery and the possible limltatlons and shortfalls of naval gunflre in
support of the ground fight. Also, the organic alr arm enables the ground
commander to reconnolter beyond the forward edge of the battle, to launch air
Interdliction attacks, and to conduct counteralr operations. Marines state the
responslveness and the accuracy of the alr element are critical in support
of the ground commander’s scheme of maneuver. The Marines consistently
argue that the Alr Force cannot respond timely enough to immediate close alr
support tasks, nor deliver ordnance safely enough to support the ground
element. As stated In the "Center for Naval Analyses," 1981, studies Indicate
the response time for close alr support greatly Increases when a theater,
single-manager contro! arrangement exists.5 Moreover, the Marines

accuse the Alr Force ot not addressing close alr support serlously.

Thus, the Marines contlinuously argue that the success of Its ground element




depends on 1ts organic alr arm and that to lose control of these assets would
be a serlous rlsk.

The presented service doctrlnes and related arguments are resolved
by the 1986 Omnlbus Agreement. The agreement is the best solutlon. First,
the roles and missions of the Fleet Marline Force (PMF) as stated in DOD
Directive 5100.1 requires the Marine Corps to maintaln comblned arms with
supporting alr components for the purpose of prosecution of the naval
campaign. g Glven the spectrum of conflict, from crisis-action operations
to high-Intenslty conflict, the FMF must respond to varlous scenarios
throughout the geographlical theaters. The MAGTF commander’s success depends
on speed and flexlblllty. The alr element, In support, can be tailored to
the needs of the misslon. Futhermore, the command relationship exercised
over the air element enables the MAGTF commander to train and execute the
alr element to his standards. The Omnibus Agreement allows the MACTF
commander to retaln control over his alr arm. This is critical, particularly
In the crisls-action and low-intenslty scenarlos, when a responsive,
efficlent task force Is required. Secondly, the agreement provides the
Jolnt task force commander abllity to employ the Marine alr assets as
required. If the scenario requires the theater commander to apportion more
sorties tc a critical theater counter-air fight, the agreement provides the
flexibility to redirect the effort. The Omnibus Agreement enables the MAGTF
commander, the Jolint task force commander, or theater commander to employ

the Marine alr assets efficlently, regardless of the spectrum of conflict.




NOTES

CHAPTER 1

1. Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS Pub 26, Joint Doctrine for Theaterair
Operations (Washington, DC: GPO, April 1986), 11l 4-5.

2. Center For Naval Analyses, "Command and Control of Marine Avliation
In Joint Operatlions® (Alexandria, VA: October 1982), 43.

3. Department of the Alr Force, Doctrine Information Publicatlion No.
11, "Command Relatlonships, The Marine Air/Ground Task Force, And What They
Mean to an Alrman!" (Washington, DC: GPO, 1982), 6.

4. Ibid., 14.

S. Center For Naval Analyses, 46.

6. Department of Defense Directive 5100.1, Functions of the Military
Departments (Washington, DC: GPO, September 1987), 16 (paragraph 6b’.

[P




CHAPTER 11

SYNOPSES AND EXCERPTS




“Command & Control of Marine TacAir in Joint Land Operations"
by Maj Michael D. Becker, USMC. Marine Corpse Gazette:
(October 1988): 50-55.

- Thesis: 1In the past, under a single-manager concept,
the results were fragmentation and dissipation of air
power and overall degradation of the theater air effort.
To prevent future problems, operational control of Marine
air-ground task force (MAGTF) aviation assets should
remain with the MAGTF commander.

- Background of Air Force Doctrine

In 1942, ground commanders controlled the tactical
air organizations.

--- Emphasgsis waa on air cover and local air defenae,
not theater air superiority.

--- The German air force controlled the airspace
over northern and southern Tunisia.

--- Allied forces could not provide close air
support.

--- American aviation was helpless and friendly
forces were defeated at Kasserine Pass.

--- This defeat caused General Eisenhower to
reorganize air forces.

--~ The Northwest African air forces developed
procedures and began to operate under
centralized control and decentralized execution.

--- FM 100-20, Command and Employment of Air Power,
1943, established the priorities for air
operationa: (1) counterair, (2) air
interdiction, and (3) close air support.

- Marine Aviation Background

Not until near the end of World War I1 were the
Marine aviation squadrons allowed to provide direct
support to Marine amphibious landings and campaigns
ashore.

~-- Under the command of USMC Maj Gen F.P. Mulcahy,
the joint force air component commander (JFACC),
Marine aviation flew in direct support of Marine
ground units.

The Sth Air Force Joint Operationa Center (JOC)
coordinated all theater air asseta.




--- Under informal working arrangementsa, the JOC
permitted the 1lst Marine Aircraft Wing (1at MAW)
to support the X Corpas and Marine ground troops
directly.

-~-- 1l1lat MAW provided excess sorties to the JFACC.

== During the Vietnam conflict, en William C.
Westmoreland created a single manager for tactical
combat aviation.

--- He directed the MAGTF commander, Lt Gen Robert
E. Cushman, to give up all tactical sorties not
in direct support of Khe Sanh.

--- According to all Marine echelons of command this
action violated JCS Pub 2 by deatroying the
integrity of the MAGTF.

--- This policy remained in effect until the Marine
combat units were withdrawn from Vietnam in
1971.

- Operational Control of MAGTF Assets

-- The other services have queationed who has
operational control of Marine tactical aviation.

-=- On 21 February 1986, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
unanimously approved JCS Pub 26, Joint Doctrine for
Theater Counterair Operations.

--- JCS Pub 26 affirmed the full authority and
flexibility of the joint force commander (JFC)
to organize and employ those forces assigned to
best accomplish the mission.

--- As described in JCS Pub 26, the JFC will
normally designate a joint force air component
commander (JFACC).

--- Under the JFC’s guidance and authority, the
JFACC will coordinate with the other service
component commanders and will recommend to the
JFC apportionment of air sortiea to various
missions or geographic areas.

- Command and Control

-- The Air Force emphasizes air operations from a
theater or global perspective with centralized
control and decentralized execution.

-- The Marine Corps emphasizes MAGTF operations with air
assets playing a crucial role in attaining MAGTF
ground objectives.
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Although capable of sustaining operations ashore in
support of a land campaign as part of a combined
force, operational taskings to a MAGTF with aviation
assets should only be provided by the MAGTF
commander.

Command relationahips for the MAGTF are in total
support of JCS policy and the principles eatablished
in JCS Pub 2 on joint land operations.

The JFC has operational control of the MAGTF as an
entity, but not the individual units within the
MAGTF.

Integrity of the MAGTF

The law and JCS Pubs 2, 12, and 26 affirm the
integrity of the MAGTF.

It is indeed the legal right of the JFC to request
any sorties not used for direct support of Marine
ground forces.

Sorties in excess of MAGTF direct support
requirements will be provided to the JFC for tasking
through the JFACC for the support of other components
of the joint force.

The MAGTF commander must apportion sorties that will
be made available to the JFC for apecified missions
to include air defense, long-range reconnaigsance,
and long-range interdiction.

Relationship Between the MAGTF Commander and the

JFACC

The JFACC is not a functional manager.
The JFACC has no operational control authority.

The JFACC is not in the chain of command of the MAGTF
commander.

The relationship between the MAGTF commander and the
JFACC will be one of coordination.

Lt Col Richard C. Murrow, USAF
Bessie E. Varner, ed.
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bservers generally agree that success in modem warfare is contmgent
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. ;,,upon the ablllty to field and effectively employ a balanced combined arms team. This

“is ‘no simple .matter. It involves complex decisions, first, as to what constitutes a
proper balance and, second, as to what is needed for the selected forces to function as -

- a well-coordinated team. Shapmg the MAGTTF, preserving its integrity, and ensuring
 its components can work together despite the fnctlon of combat are challenges of the
lughest order . . . and absolute prerequisites to future success. Command and con-
trol of avnatlon isa cruclal part of this.

l-

-

‘Command and Control of Marine TacAir
in Joint Land Operations.

by Maj Michael D. Becker

Since the birth of Marine aviation, whenever Marines have
been committed in joint operations, they have functioned
under the single manager for air concept. The challenge for
the future will be—as in the past—to ensure the integrity of

the MAGTF.

Long before August 1942 when Capt
Marion E. Carl became the Marine
Corps’ first ace at Guadalcanal, there
were challenges to the command rela-
tionships involving employment of
Marne air-ground task forces (MAG-
TFs) during nonamphibious operations.
In each instance. MAGTF integrity
has been the issue, i.e.. who is 10 exer-
cise operational control of Marine tac-
tical aviation. Since MajGen Alexan-
der A. Vandegrift's dealings with
RAdm Richmond Kelly Turner dur-
ing the battle for Guadalcanal, a lack
of understanding of MAGTF doctrine
and its inherent flexibility by military
leaders has continuously causea con-
troversy. Manne response has been to
try to educate those unfamiliar with
MAGTFs and Marine Coms organ-
1zational and doctrinal precepts. The

Marine Corps, with its MAGTF struc-

ture, brings to any batdefield a syncr-
gistic effect of integrated air and
ground combat elements that is far
greater than the sum effect of air and

ground combat elements fighting sep-
arately. This fact is not fully appreci-
ated outside the Marine Corps. Both
the 1986 Omnibus Agreement approved
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and
JCS Publication 26. Joint Doctrine for
Theater Counterair Operations cause
confusion concerning the commard
and control of Marine Corps tactical
aviation in a nonamphibious opera-
tion. This anticle seeks to highlight the
importance of the MAGTF structure
and the effects of the 1986 Omnibus
Agreement and JCS Pub 26 so that
joint staff officers and Mannes are
better able to anticulate MAGTF con-
cepts and command relationships during
nonamphibious operations and have
a more positive view of the single
manager issue

Problem Background

On 21 February 1986 the Joint
Chiefs of Staff unanimously approved
JCS Pub 26, Joint Docinne for Theater
Counterair Operations, a comprehen-
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sive air operations doctrine document-
ing the contnbutions of Service com-
ponents to the counterair effort. It
reaffirmed the full authonty and flexi-
bility of the joint force commander
(JFC) to organize his forces to best
accomplish the mission. It also recog-
nizes that the joint furce comimander

CATF commander amphibious
task force

CinCPac Commanderin Chief,
Panific

CLF commander landing force

ComtSMACV Commander, US Military
Assistance Command,
Vietnam

FMF Flect Manne Force

S Joint Chiefs of Stafl

JFACC Joint force air component
commander

JFC Joint force commander

¢ Joint operations center

MAGTH Marnine air-ground task
force

MAW Manine aircraft wing

SAC Strategic Air Command

TAC Tactical Ar Command




may designate a joint force air compo-
nent commander (JFACC) to coordi-
nate the joint air operations cam-
paign. As explained in JCS Pub 26:

The Joint Force Air Component Com-
mander denves his authority frou: *he
Joint Force Commander who has
authority to exercise operational con-
trol, assign missions. direct coordina-
tion amony his subordinate comman-
ders, redirect and organize his fu..5
to ensure unity of effort in the accom-
plishment of his overall mission. The
Joimt Force Commander will nor-
mally designate a Joint Force Aur
Component Commander. The Joint
Force Air Component Commander's
responsibilitics will be assigned by the
Joint Force Commander (normally
these would include, but not be lim-
ited to, planning. coordination. allo-
cation and tasking based on the Joint
Force Commander’s apportionment
decision). Using the Joint Force Com-
manders guidance and authority, and
in coordination with the other Service
component commanders and other
assigned or supporting commanders,
the Joint Force Air Component Com-
mander will recommend to the Joint
Force Commander apportionment of
air sorties (o various missions or geo-
graphic areas.

At the same time the 1986 Omnibus
Agreement for Command and Control of
Marine Tactical Aviation in Sustained
Operations Ashore was approved by the
JCS. It states:

The Marine Air-Ground Task Force
(MAGTF) commander will retain opera-
tional control of his organic air assets.
The primary mission of the MAGTF
air combat element is the support of
the MAGTF ground element During
joint operations. the MAGTF air assets
will normally be in support of the
MAGTF aission. The MAGTF com-
mander will make sorties available to
the Joint Force Commander. for task-
ing through hts Air Component Com-
mander. for air defense, long-range
interdiction, and long-range recon-
naissance. Sorties in excess of MAGTF
direct support requirements will be
provided to the Joint Force Com-
mander for tasking through the Air
Component Commander for the sup-
port of other components of the joint
force. or of the joint force as a whole.

Nothing herein shall infringe on
the authority of the Theater or Joint
Force Commander, in the exercise of
operational control, to assign mis-
sions, redirect efforts (eg. the reap-
portionment and/or reallocation of
any Marine tacair sortics when it has

been determined by the Joint Force
Commander that they are required for
higher priority missions), and direct
coordination among his subordinate
commanders to insure unity of effort
in accomplishment of his overall mis-
sion, or 1o maintain integrity of the
farce, as prescnbed in JCS Pub 2,
ed Activn Armed Forces (UNAAF).

Commandant of the Manne Corps
White Letter 4-86 states:

Marine Commanders at all eche-
lons must understand the contents of
the Omnibus Agreement and that the
JCS endorses the integnty of the
Manne Air-Ground Task Force (MAG-
TF). All Marine officers are expected
10 articulate and understand these pre-
cepls and should not endorse employ-
ment concepts that deviate from doc-
trine and the Omnibus Agreement.

Since the inception of the National
Secunty Act of 1947 and the establish-
ment of the US. Air Force as a sepa-
rate and equal branch of the Armed
Forces, controversy has existed between
the Air Force and the Marine Corps.
The basic disagicemeint evolved from
differing concepts for the control of
Manine tactical aviation resources in
the conduct of air missions during
joint land combat operations. The Air
Force emphasizes air operations from
a theater perspective, rendering gen-
eral aviation support for the highest
level commander, centralizing man-
agement of all air assets in order to
shift the weight of airpower through-
out the entire theater. Centralized con-
trol and decentralized execution is
considered the keystone of Air Force
operational doctrine. Conversely, the
Marine Corps emphasizes MAGTF
operations. Marine tactical aviation
assets play a crucial role in attaining
MAGTF ground objectives. Focusing

. .
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. employed as

primanly on the land or amphibious
portion of a naval campaign, the
Corps thinks less in terms of theater or
global strategy and more on the opera-
tional icvel of war.

MAGTF: Background and Principles

For over 212 years the US. Navy
and US. Marine Corps have cooper-
ated in the development of a naval
force oi combined arms. This com-
bined arms concept, which has been
refined dunng four major wars and
numerous small campaigns, includes
many types of dedicated support air-
craft A MAGTF, task organized. struc-
tured, and equipped for amphibious
operations and dclense of advanced
naval bases in support of naval cam-
paign is the result of this combat expe-
rience. The MAGTF is capable of sus-
tained operations ashore in support of
a land campaign either alone or as part
of a larger joint or combined force.

The requirement to deploy and
employ Marine forces as part of the
fleet resulted in establishment of Fleet
Marine Forces (FMF). The National
Security Act of 1947 reaffirms that the
Marine Corps is to provide rapidly
deployable amphibious forces for
contingency missions in support of
national strategy. These forces are
integrated  air-ground
teams. MAGTFs consisting of combat,
combat support, and combat service
support units are routinely task organ-
ized from the FMF.

The statutory missions of the Marine
Corps applicable to MAGTFs are:

To provide FMFs of combined arms,
together with supporting ait compo-
nents, for service with the fleet in the
seizure or defense of advanced naval
bases and for the conduct of such
land operations as may be essential to

AV-8B Harrier pre-
pares to release laser-
guided Maverick air-
to-surface missile
(undev right wing) at
Naval Weapons Cen-
tev, Cmina Lake, CA




defined by the JCS are:

forces.

Assumptions and Definitions

Command relationships for the MAGTF must comply with JCS policy and
the principles established in JCS Pub 2 on joint land operations. The theater
or joint force commander will exercise ope:ational control of assigned forces
through his componént, uni-Service, and subordinate joint task force com-
manders. The Joint Force Commander has operationai control of the
MAGTF as an entity, but not individual units within the MAGTF. The Joint
Force Air Component Commander, or single manager for air, may be from
any Service and his stafl may represent all the Services. Two key terms, as

Joint Force—A general term applied to a force that is composed of signifi-
cant elements of the Army, the Navy or the Marine Corps, and the Air Force,
or two or more of these Services, operating under a single commander
authorized to exercise unified command or operational control over joint

Command and Control—The exercise of authority and direction by a prop-
erly designated commander over assigned forces in the accomplishment of
the mission. Command and control functions are performed through an
arrangement of personnel, equipment, communications, facilities, and proce-
dures employed by a commander in planning, directing, coordinating, and
controlling forces and operations in the accomplishment of the mission.

the prosecution of a naval cam-
paign .. .. and 10 perform other such
duties as the President may direct.

From this mission statement, amphib-
ious doctrine is clearly defined in the
Landing Force Manuals and Naval
Warfare Publications. Command rela-
tions are covered in considerable
detail. The commander of the landing
force (CLF), who is also the MAGTF
commander. is under operational con-
trol of the commander of the amphibi-
ous task force (CATF) once the force
is formed and the CLF reports for
operations. The CLF is considered
coequal to the CATF fui planning.
The MAGTF as an entity—not indi-
vidual MAGTF units such as battal-
ions, platoons, or squadrons—is under
the operational control of the CATF,
Operational taskings to specific MAG-
TF units, including aviation units. are
provided by the MAGTF commander
or his designated representative.

The Basis for Air Force Doctrine
The US. Army entered World War
IT with a doctrine that air operations
were 10 be planned and executed in
support of the ground forces. The 1942
edition of Field Manual (FM) 31-35,
Avianon n Support of Ground Forces,

stated

The A Support Command (ASC)
would be subordinated to a field army
or independent corps and would work
for the ground force commander. who

would decide how to employ these
aviation assets.

This doctrine differed from the con-
cepts formulated at the Air Corps Tac-
tical School at Maxwell Air Force
Base. Established in 1926 with the
mission of training officers in the
strategy, tactics, and techniques of air
power, the school was faced with the
challenge of developing a doctrine on
which to base its instruction. Conse-
quently, it became deeply enmeshed
in the development of air power doc-
trine. The Air Corps Tactical School
rejected the War Deparniment’s and
Army General Staff’s view that avia-
tion’s combat role was to defeat hostile
aircraft and obtain reconnaissance
information for artillery and infantry.
The Army Air Corps developed air
power doctrine without the concur-
rence or approval of the Army.

During the North Africa campaign
in late 1942, the tactical air organiza-
tions were placed under ground com-
manders who employed them for air
cover and local air defense rather than
concentrating them in a centralized
offensive counterair effort to achieve
theater air superiority. Gen William
W. Momyer. USAF. who later served
“as’the joint force air component com-
manuer foi Gen William C. West-
moreland in Victnam during the battle
for Khe Sanh, was a group comman-
der in Tunisia. He observed:

The Allied Air Forces were trying to
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provide close air support before obtain-
ing air superiority. Consequently, the
German Air Force controlled the air
in northem and southem Tinisia.
Friendly air losses were so high that
the mission of the air forces and the
structure of the command and control
system had to change drastically . . .. not
only had Allied air power failed to
achieve air superiority, but they had
failed 10 provide the close air support
desired . . . . Not until we had gained
air superiority could we concentrate
on providing close air suppon.

The inability of American aviation
to mass against the enemy logistics
taiisup and lines of cummunications
contributed to the American defeat at
Kasserine Pass in February 1943. This
tactical defeat convinced Gen Eisen-
hower that reorganization of the air
forces under a central, theater com-
mand was necessary. Consequently,
he formed the Northwest African Air
Forces under the command of Gen
Carl “Tooey™ Spaatz, instituting a doc-
trine that had been espoused by the
Air Corps for years—centralized con-
trol and decentralized execution.

FM 100-20, Command and Employ-
ment of Air Power. published by the
War Department in July 1943 with the
oconcurrence of the Amny ground forces,
sanctioned the concept of centralized
control stating:

Land power and air power are coe-
qual and interdependent forces: nei-
ther is an auxiliary of the other. The
gaining of air superiority is the first
requirement for the success of any
land operation . . . . Control of avail-
able air power must be centralized
and command must be exercised
through the air force commander if
this inherent flexibility and ability to
deliver a decisive blow is 10 be fully
exploited.

Using the Northwest African Air
Forces as a model, FM 100-20 stated
that a theater of operations would nor-
mally have one air force. reporting
directly to the theater commander and
responsible for all air operations in
the theater. It clearly established threc
phases of priority for tactical air oper-
ations: (1) counterair operations; “to
gain the necessary degree of air supen-
ornity™; (2) air interdiction: "to prevent
the movement of hostile troops and
supplies into the theater of operations
or within the theater™; and (3) close air
support: “to participate in a combined
effort of the air and ground forces to
gain objectives in the immediate front




of grovnd forces.” The manual further
stated:

It uvrder to obtain the necessary
close teamwark the command posts of
the Tactical Aur Force and the ground
torce command should be adjacent or
common.

Marine Aviation in World War 11

The first offensive operation in the
Southwest Pacitic by U.S. Mannes in
World War Il was at Guadalcanal
under the command of RAdm Rich-
mond Kelly Turner as Commander,
Amphibious Task Force 62, Manne
MujGen Alexander A. Vandegnit was
the Commander. Landing Force. Within
the naval command structure of the
Pacific Ocean, VAdm Robert L.
Ghormley occupiad the positon of area
commandci o> Commander, Souwn
Pacific, under Adm Nimitz, who was
the Commander in Chief, Pacific. Com-
plicating matters turthec was the pres-
ence of VAdm Frank J. Fletcher as
tactical commander of the joint attack
and support forces. All the land-based
aircraft in the South Pacific from all
Services were placed under the Com-
mander. Aircraft South Pacific (Com-
AurSoPac). RAdm John S. McCain, who
served essentiatly as a JFACC. Ashore
at Guadalcanal was the Cactus Air
Force, consisting of Army Air Corps,
Navy. and Marine planes and flyers,
all under the command of Marne
BGen Roy S. Geger as ComAir Cactus.

After Guadalcanal, however, geog-
raphy, Navy policies, and the then
technical unsuitability of the Chance-
Vought F4U Corsair for carrier service
resulted in the integration of Marine avi-
ation into the Navy's land-based avia-
tion force for most of the war. By using
Marine squadrons for air superionity,
interdicting supply lines, and bomb-
ing bases, more Navy squadrons were
available for carrier operations. Gen
Vandegnft. as Commandant, and
LtGen Holland M. Smith, the senior
Marine in the Pacific, both pressured
the Navy to maintain the integnty of
the MAGTF and shift the Marine avi-
ation squadrons to direct support of
Marine amphibious landings and caro-
paigns ashore. They were unsuccessful
until the final battle of the war. Oki-
nawa. Only in the South Pacific cam-
paigns of Guadaicanal, Bougainville,
New Britain, and Peleliu, when its
land bases w..c within range of the
frontlines, did Manne tactical aviation

support Marnines on the ground.

Dunng the batide for Okinawa, which
began in April 1945, Ma)Gen Francis
P. Mulcahy, commanding general of
10th Army’s Tactical Air Force (TAF),
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MajGen Mulcahy fulfilled the ke of JFACC on
Okanawa.

fulfilled the role of JFACC. Under his
command, Manne aviaton units finally
flew support missions for Marine
ground units. The effectiveness of
close air support in the 82-day Oki-
nawa battle was warmly praised by
ground commanders. This marked the
first instance of Marine tactical avia-
tion supporting Marine ground troops
in sustained operations ashore under
the command of a JFACC.

Korean Conflict

When the North Koreans crossed
the 38th parallel, Gen Douglas Mac-
Arthur's joint Far East Command,
established in 1946 by the JCS, consisted
of the Eighth Amy, US. Naval Forces
Far East. and the Far East Air Forces.

Upon the arnival of the Ist Provi-
sional Marine Bngade at the Pusan
Penimeter, its supporting air combat
element was dispersed. Two fighter
squadrons were placed aboard aircraft
carniers and a squadron of night fight-
ers was assigned to Fifth Air Force
based in Japan. Although the integrity
of the brigade was destroyed, these air-
craft continued to support Marines on
the ground.

After the Ist Provisional Marine
Brigade departed the Pusan Pesrime-
ter, it was task organized as part of a
larger combined arms team for- the
Inchon-Seoul operation. As pare of
Joint Task Force-7. commanded by
VAdm Arthur D. Struble. commander,
US. Seventh Fleet, M2;Gen Edward
M. Almond, Gen MacArthur's chief of
staff, commanded the landing force, X
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Corps. The US. Army's X Corps con-
sisted of the Ist Marine Division, the
Ist Manne Aircraft Wing (1st MAW),
and the 7Tth Infantry Division. Under
the command of X Corps, the Ist
MAW entered the war and provided
support to the Marine ground forces.
Upon seizure of the Seoul airfield,

MajGen Field Harris, commanding |

general, Ist MAW was designated tac-

tical air commander of X Corps and

thus became the air component com-
mander.

Gen MacArthur’s air component
commander, Commander, Far East Air
Forces, LtGen George E. Stratemeyer.
was still in critical need of air assets (o
support his interdiction and close air
support mission. To coordinate the
separate air campaigns being con-
ducted by the Strategic Air Command
(SAC), the Tactical Air Command
(TAC). the Navy's carrer-based air,
and the Ist MAW's tactical aviation,
he established the Fifth Air Force
Joint Operations Center (JOC) to
coordinate all theater air assets. Upon
successful termination of the Inchon-
Seoul operation, the 1st Marine Divi-
sion was placed under command of
the Eighth Army. The st MAW was
placed under operational control of
Fifth Air Force, again destroying the air-
ground team. Under informal working
arransements, Marine haison officers
in the JOC permitted the Ist MAW to
support X Corps and Marnine ground
troops directly and in accordar<e with
Manne Corps concepts, though
remaining under the operational con-
trol of the Fifth Air Force. This support
was later formalized by a modified mis-
sion directive allowing for operations
within Marine Corps doctrine. Excess
sorties were provided to the JFACC in
an attempt to better employ the total
tactical air forces within the theater.

The armistice found tactical air
from all Services controlled by the
JOC established by Fifth Air Force,
much to the chagrin of the Comman-
dant of the Marine Corps and the
Marine compoaent commander in the
Pacific. A joint air-ground operations
conference, consisting of representa-
tives from all Services met in Seoul
after the armistice and recommended:
“That in future operations, integration
of all Services should be secured by an
organization and system similar to
that finally developed in the last months
of the Korean hostilities.”




Vietnam

In 1962, the Commander in Chief,
Pacific (CinCPac), a unified comman-
der, established a subunified com-
mand designated as the U.S. Military
Assistance Command, Vietnam (USM-
ACYV). Its commander was charged with
conducting a basically antiguerrilla
war in South Vietnam. By establishing
this command relationship, CinCPac
failed to use his Army component
commander in the Pacific to conduct
this land function. CinCPac did not
use the subunified commander to con-
trol the Navy and Air Force forces in
theater, but controlled them himself
through his Navy (CinCPacFlt) and
Air Force (CinCPacAF) component
commanders. The ground comman-
der, Gen William C. Westmoreland as
ComUSMACY, was provided air support
by CinCPac, located 7.000 miles away.

Late in 1967, as the buildup began
for the battle of Khe Sanh, Gen West-
moreland, ComUSMACY, felt the North
Vietnamese posed a tactical threat to
the Marine garrison at Khe Saph. He
directed a massive air operation in sup-
port of the Marines under the code
name NIAGARA. He had personally
walked the ground at Khe Sanh and
believed more effective use could be
made of all air assets if they were under
a single manager. Gen William W.
Momyer. Commander, Seventh Air
Force. was designated his JFACC.

With full knowledge that he was
trampling Marine Corps doctrine. Gen
Westmoreland announced the creation
of a single manager for tactical combat
awviation for all South Vietnam in order
to deal with the seriousness of the
threat faced by the Marines at Khe
Sanh. He felt he was justified in direct-
ing the MAGTF commander, LiGen
Robert E. Cushman. Jr. commanding
general. 3d Marine Amphibious Force,
to give up all tactical aircraft sorties not
in direct support of Khe Sanh to Gen
Momyer for the following reasons:

® To provide the capability 10 con-

centrate and mass the air effont in

support of all ground forces deployed.

* To support the increased deploy-

ment of U.S. Army forcesin 1 Corps

* To provide the flexibility to con-

centrate the air effort as the enemy

threat dictated.

The sheer magnitude of the air
effort required to suppont Operation
NaGARA—allocation, airspace control,
targeting. congestion of airspace—all

resurrected the single management
issue that the Mannes, after Korea,
wished to avoid. Gen Westmoreland.
liké” Gen MacArthur and LtGen Strate-
meyer in Korea. sought to coordinate
the four separate air campaigns being
conducted by the Strategic Air Com-
mand, the Tactical Air Command. the
carrier-based air of the Navy, and
Manne tactical aviation.

Gen Westmoreland's decision was
vehemently opposed by all Marine ech-
elons of command as violating JCS Pub
2 Unified Action Armed Forces in that
the integnty of the MAGTF would be
destroved. Mannes felt that the loss of
operational control of their organic air-
craft would degrade their combat effec-
tiveness. The issue was finally resolved
when President Johnson. worried about
the Mannes ability to defend Khe
Sanh. jumped the chain of command
and telephoned Gen Westmoreland.
The Deputy Secretary of Defense. David

LtGen Cushman (r) struggled with the air
control issue in Vietnam.

Packard. presumed that the unified
commander. CiinlC Pac. would be the
best judge of how combat torces assignetd
to him should be organized. com-
manded. and deploved to meet the
threat Furthermore: he did not belicve
that the assignment of Manine air units
under the single management of Com-
USMACV Depaty for Air wonld con-
stitute 4 precedent for centralized con-
trol of air operahions under other come-
bat condinons, nor would 11 pose a
threat 1o the itegnn of the Manne anr-
ground team Mr. Packard imformed
the Commundant of the Manne Coms
and CinC Pac that the Mannes would
comply with Westmoreland's request.
The sinphe nuanagement system than

was imnvohed however never ook oper-

ationid vontrol ol dn resources away
from the MAGTE commander FiGen
Cushman  Nevertheless, Mannes sl
felt that the sr-ground team was threat-
encd Thes thought the next step would
be the ramsbitution of the JOC of the

Korean War. The mission directive
from ComUSMACYV, MACY Directive
954, clearly stated that the MAGTF
commander would exercise operational
control over all his air resources. When
the Marine combat units were with-
drawn from Vietnam in 1971, three
years after its implementation for the
tactical emergency presented by the
battle of Khe Sanh, the modified single
management systerm for air support
was still in effect.

The Marines did not relinquish oper-
ational control of MAGTTF air elements
and the MAGTF commander continued
to provide support for his ground troops.

Legality

Having looked at the histoncal
precedents regarding the wuse of
Maisine taciical aviation in joint oper-
ations under a single manager for air
concepl, it is necessary to determine if
such a concept is intended within the
scope of present laws and regulations
as outlined in JCS Pub 26. Joint Doc-
trine for Theater Counterair Operations.

The legal basis for the single mana-
ger for air or JFACC is found in the
framework of the National Securnity
Act of 1947, as amended. and Title 10
of the United States Code. It is also
embraced within Title 50. United
States Code, which is the basis for the
“Functions Papers™ that, in turn. are
the foundation for JCS Pub 2 The
intent of Congress is clearly to pro-
mote greater efficiency and effective-
ness and avoid dupiscation in militany
operations. The law and JCS Pubs 2,
12, and 26 maintain the integrity of the
MAGTF. Operational command i
explicitly granted to the unified com-
mander and subordinate unified com-
mander. The establishment of the JFC
and his JFACC is within the law 11
the legal nght of the JFC to request
excess sorties not in direct support of
Marines on the ground.

Command Relationships

During joint land operations, com-
mand relationships of the MAGTF
must be in accordance with JCS policy
and be clearly understood. Basic to the
understanding of the command rcla-
tionships in joint operations s the
underlying principle set forth an JOS
Pub 2 that the theater or joint force
commander will exercise operational
control of assigned forces through his
component. uni-Service, and joint task
force commanders.




The theater commander. according
to0 JCS Pub [, is the commander of a
unified or specified command who
has been assigned the military respon-
sibility for a geographical area outside
the continentai United States.

The MAGTF commander is a unr-
Service commander in accordance with
JCS Pub I, which establishes the basis
for the integnty of the MAGTF.

The MAGTF commander will retain
operational control of his organic air
assets in joint land operations in
accordance with JCS Pub 2. The pn-
mary mission ot the MAGTF air com-
bat clement is the support of the
MAGTF ground combat element Dur-
ing joint operations, the MAGTF air
assets will normally be in support of
the MAGTF mission. Sonties in excess
of MAGTF direct support require-
ments will be provided io the JFC for
tasking through the JFACC for the
support of other components of the
joint foree, or of the joint force as a
whole.

The theater or JFC. in the exercise
of operational control, has authority
to assign missions, redirect efforts, and
direct coordination among his subor-
dinate commanders to ensure unity of
effort in the accomplishment of his
overall mission or to maintain the
integnity of the force.

The MAGTF commander’s appor-
tonment decision must identify sor-
ties that will be made available to the
JFC for the specified mission areas of
arr defense, long-range reconnaissance,
and long-range interdiction. Sorties in
excess of those required for direct
MAGTF suppornt must be offered to
the JFC. The JFC will distribute those
sorties as required for support of the
joint force. Additionally, when short-
ages of Manne tactical aviation exist
to support MAGTF 1aissions. those
shortages must be identified o0 the
JEC.

In JCS Pub 26, Joint Doctrine for
Theater Counterair Qperations, the JCS
detined a JFACC without restricting
the organizational authonty of the
JFC

The JFACC derives his authority from
the JFC who has the authority to exer-
se operational control, assign mis-
sions, direct coordination among his
subordinate commanders, redirect and
organize his forces to ensure unity of
effort in the accomplishment of his
overall mission. The JFC will nor-

mally designate a JFACC. The JFACC's
tesponsibilities will be assigned by the
JFC (normally these would include,
but not be limited to, planning. coor-
dination, allocation, and  tasking
based on the JFC's apportionment
decision) Using the JFC's pmidance
and authonty, and 1n coordination
with the other service component
commanders and other assigned or
supporting commanders, the JFACC
will recommend to the JFC apportion-
ment of air sorties to various missions
or geographic areas.

Therefore. the JFACC s nota ., nac-
tional manager. has no operational
control authonty. and is not n the
chain of command of the MAGTF
commander. The JFACC plans. coor-
dinates, recommends apportionment
to the JFC (after consultation with the
component commander). and based
upon the JFC's decision, will allocate
and task only those sorties appor-
tioned by the JFC to support the joint
force as a whole or those sorties
identified by the MAGTF by the
MAGTF commander as excess. Appor-
tionment authority remains with the
JFC. If the JFACC is also a Semvice
component commander, as in Korea
and Vietnam, he has operatonal con-
tro! of his forces only.

Conclusions

Marines would like for everyone to
believe that since the birth of Marine
aviation in 1912, we have operated as a
MAGTF. This is not true. In World
War 1. Marine tactical aviation sup-
ported the Bntish, French. and Bel-
gian sectors of the Western Front. The
deployment of the l1st Provisional
Marine Brigade to Korea was the first
time the FMF went to war as an integ-
rated air-ground team. This article has
outlined the problems in maintaining
the integnty of the MAGTF and in
Mmdaaging the air resources in joint
land operations in World War Ii,
Korea, and Vietnam. In each conflict
commanders eventually took steps to
overcome supposed {ragmentation and
dissipation of air power and the degra-
dation of the overall theater air effort.
The steps taken invanably led to a sin-
gle manager for air concept of opera-
tions.

Like it or not, since the birth of
Marinc aviation, when the Marine
Corps has been committed in joint
operations, we have functioned under
the single manager for air concept

b

The Marine Corps emerged from
World War Ul with an institutionalized
sense of self-importance that cven
today affects our generals and our!
newest recruits. Our predecessors made
a major contribution 16 the conduct of -
warfare, the amphibious assault against
a hosule shore In World War I, the
Corps fought four different ground
wars: the jungle war of the South
Pacific. the atoll war of the Gilberts
and Marshalls, the mobile war of the
Maranas, and the cave war of Peleliu.
Iwo Jima and Okinawa The Comps did
this by contnually growing and adapt-
ing Today. the Manne Corps nceds sim-
ilar leadership with the capacity w deal
objectively—without Senvice prejudives—
with matters of significance to the secu-
rity of our country.

The concept of establishing a single
manaper for air resources within the
unified or subunified command struc-
ture 1s legal in accordance with the
National Secunty Act of 1947 45
amended. and JCS Pub 2 Congress
has directed the Services to eliminate
unnecessary duphication and develop
an cthicient team of land. naval. and
air forces.

Mannes recognize that under a
uaified command for joint land oper-
ations. the Air Force component com-
mander will probably have the pre-
ponderance of the tactical air resources
and be designated the JFACC The
relatonship between the MAGTE com-
mander and MAGTF aviation ele-
ments and the JFACC will be one of
coordination. Operational control of
MAGTTF awaton elements will remain
with the MAGTF commander JCS
Pub 26 has reaffimed the integnty of the
MAGTE.

We must be careful 1o acknowledge
the fact that each combat situation is
unique and must be assessed in its
own nght If our next adversary possesses
a significant air threat, and we cannot
maintain air supenonty as we Jdid in
World War II. Korea. and Vietnam,
can the MAGTF handle the air threat
... alone? The MAGTF commander
may be the one approaching the JFC
to request additional sorties, not vice
versa. Each war makes its own special
demands, and the Corps must be pre-
pared tc mect them, Mannes must be
pragmatic, not counterproductive, in
dealing with the single manager for air
concept. The Manne on the ground
deserves no less from us. uS@Pme




“"Aviation Command and Controi®” by Maj Richard L. Davis,
USAF. Marine Corps Gazette, (January 1989): 18-19.

- Thesias: The Marine air-ground task force (MAGTF) does fit
into the "joint*" operations concepts. However, the
theater commander should remember that the Marine Corps 1ise
a unique force and there are times when autonomous
operationa are totally justified.

- Friendly Forces

-- All friendly forces in a theater should have common
strategic objectives, work together, and be directed
by a single theater commander.

- The Air Force Viewpoint

-~ The Air Force supports centralized theater control of
air assets in order to attain and maintain combat
initiative in the field.

-- Centralized control permite exploitation of
capabilitieas of all theater air forces while
concentrating on key enemy positionas and centrally
controlling timing and tempo of strikes.

-- If centralized control is not maintained, as in the
1942-43 North Africa campaign, air units will be used
piecemeal in relatively independent air operations to
the detriment of the theater campaign.

- The Use of Marine Forces

-- The Merines do need a dedicated air wing to accomplish
their mission.

-- If the Marines are to be used no differently from other
Army and Air Force units, then they are not needed as a
unique service.

-- If thinking only in terms of using the total combat
force to attain overall operational objectives, Marine
air should be fully integrated into the theater command
structure under the operational control of the joint
force air component commander (JFACC).

-- If however, the Marines are viewed as a rapidly
deployable strike force, integrating all aspects of
land, sea, and air capabilities, then their autonomoua
nature is justified. The theater commander should use
them as a unique air-ground integrated asset which is
capable of satisfyina unique operational requirements.

Lt Col Richard C. Murrow, US2¥
Glenn Morton, ed.
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“"Aviation Command and Control™ by Col John D. Cummings, USMC.
Marine Corps Gazette, (January 1989): 19.

- Thesia: Marine air-ground task force (MAGTF) assets
should normally not be sasplit. If necessity dictateas, it
should only be temporary.

- View on Air Force Doctrine

-- Air Force doctrine still reflects the views of Douhet,

et al.

-~ The misaion in order of priority is: (1) air
superiority, (2) interdiction, and (3) close air
support.

- View on Marine Doctrine

-- Marine doctrine places air superiority as the number
one priority of the air arm.

-- The priority of interdiction and close air support
depende on the ground combat situation,.

-- Placing interdiction before close air support could
imply ball bearing factories are more important than
defeating enemy ground forces engaging Marine forces.

- World War I1 Experiences
-- In some caases, ground commandera had air support
requesatsa rejected because air commanders considered

the targets unproductive.

-- Normally, battalion commanders did not pursue the
isgue with General Eisenhower.

- Centralized Control

-- Centralized control of aviation isn’t always the most
efficient approach.

-- The advantage of centralized control of air assets is
personality dependent.

-~ The MAGTF commander should support the theater
commander.

-~ However, great care muet always be taken before
splitting any MAGTF assets, and it should not be

permanent.

Lt Col Richard C. Murrow, USAF
Glenn Morton, ed.
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Commentary on Aviation

Aviation Command and Control

Command and control of aviation remains an issue of key impor-
tance. Here are some reactions to Maj Becker's Oct88 artic!> on that

subject.

O I enjoyed reading "Command and
Control of Marine TacAir in Joint
Land Operations™ by Maj Michael
D. Becker (October 1988 issue), but 1
was left with the uncomfortable im-
pression that a Marine air-ground
task force (MAGTF) somehow does
not fit into the “joint™ operations
concepts currently in vogue. I'm not
sure that was the author's intent and
think the issue of MAGTF command
and control should be read slightly
differently.

“Jointness.” of course, is a topical
buzzword. but it does have a very
substantive meaning. All fnendly
forces in « theater should work to-
gether, with a common strategic ob-
jective and directed by a single
theater commander. To support the
common objective, the Air Force ob-
viously favors centralized theater
control of air assets. There are rea-
sons for this prejudice, the most im-
portant being the value of attaining
and maintaining combat initiative in
the field. It is such centralized con-
trol that best enables us to flexibly
exploit the capabilities of all theater
air forces. concentrating on key ene-
my positions and centrally control-
ling iming and tempo of strikes.
Without such control. any serious en-
emy air force inevitably retains the

initiative and wreaks predictable
havoc upon our own operations. The
1942-1943 North Africa campaign
showed this lesson clearly. In that
campaign. air units were used in rel-
atively independent air operations
within the larger theater campaign.
This arrangement inhibited coopera-
tion, increased losses, and delayed
viclory.

" Maj Becker's description of a
MAGTF appears to be much like an
autonomous North African unit.
obliged to fight an autonomous oper-
ation within a larger theater context.
There is an inevitable sense that this
is inappropriate; hence, there have
been numerous efforts to place Ma-
rine air assets under centralized di-
rection. I submit. though. that the sit-
uations Maj Becker described in Ko-
rea, Vietnam, and perhaps World
War I were based mostly on a mis-
apprehension of what the Marine
Corps should be doing for us.

The Marine Corps mission. as Maj
Becker points out, is to provide “rap-
idly deployable amphibious forces™
for contingencies in support of na-
tional objectives. Marine units do
lack some common army unit fea-
tures, such as corps-level artillery.
which means they require things like
a dedicated air wing to fulfill their

mission. However, if the Marines arc
to be used no differently from other
Army and Air Force units. then we
don’t need them as 2 unique service.
If they are 1o be used a© Army forces.
such as at Khe Sanh. to take and
hold territory. or to be divided up
supporting other Army or Air Force
units. then they probably should be
fully integrated into the theater com-
mand structure, including full integra-
tion of Manne air under the joint
force air component commander
(JFACC). This only makes sense 1if
we think in terms of ensuning the
most effective and efficicnt use of to-
tal combat force 10 attain our overall
operational objectives.

On the other hand. as a total unit
the Marines provide perhaps our
best single national fighting force. in-
tegrating all aspects of land. sea. and
air capabihties. If they are to be used
as they are trained and equipped. as
a rapidly deployable strike foree.
then their autonomous nature is fully
justified. But they should then he
used as a unique integrated asset lor
unique operational requirements Ma-
nines are capable of employment
across the conflict spectrun. from
Inchon-type landings 1o Grenada. and
should be dedicated to such as a